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A DIFFUSE, EAST-WEST

TRENDING PLUME BENEATH THE SITE, AND AN ISOLATED OFF-SITE ANOMALY WEST OF THE SCHMALZ SITE.  IN THE DIFFUSE
EAST-WEST TRENDING PLUME BENEATH THE SITE, GROUNDWATER SAMPLES CONTAIN LEVELS OF CHROMIUM RANGING FROM 14
UG/L TO 48 UG/L.  GROUNDWATER SAMPLES IN THE VICINITY OF THE ISOLATED ANOMALY TO THE WEST OF THE SITE
EXHIBITED HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF SOLUBLE CHROMIUM (1140 PPB) (SEE FIGURE 4).  THE CHROMIUM CONTAMINATION AT
THIS LOCATION IS NOT ASSOCIATED WITH SUSPENDED PARTICLES, LIKE THAT FOUND BENEATH THE SITE, AND APPEARS TO
EMANATE FROM A LOCALIZED POINT SOURCE.  BASED ON THE HISTORY OF DUMPING IN THE AREA, THIS PHENOMENON IS NOT
UNUSUAL.  RESIDENTIAL WELLS DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE WERE ALSO SAMPLED DURING THE RI.  SAMPLE RESULTS DID NOT
INDICATE THE PRESENCE OF LEAD OR CHROMIUM, BUT DID SHOW DEGRADED GROUNDWATER QUALITY DUE TO HIGH LEVELS OF
IRON, MAGNESIUM, POTASSIUM, SODIUM, AMMONIA, STRONTIUM AND BORON (SEE TABLE 2).

BASED ON EXISTING LITERATURE, SURFICIAL SOILS OVERLIE 15 TO 35 FEET OF FINE GRAINED, SATURATED SILTY SAND AND
A 30 TO 50 FOOT THICK CLAY LAYER, WHICH IN TURN OVERLIES A 5 TO 20 FOOT THICK HARDPAN LAYER.  IN THE
IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF THE SITE, THE SILTY SAND UNIT HAS A THICKNESS OF 20 FEET.  CLAY AND HARDPAN LAYERS ARE
IMPERMEABLE, AND ISOLATE THE CONTAMINATED SILTY SAND AQUIFER FROM THE DEEPER PALEOZOIC DOLOMITE AND SANDSTONE
AQUIFERS IN WHICH LOCAL RESIDENTS HAVE THEIR WELLS.  SCHEMATIC EAST-WEST AND NORTH-SOUTH CROSS SECTIONS
THROUGH THE SITE ARE ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURES 5 AND 6.

BASED ON THE ABOVE DISCUSSION, THE SILTY SAND AQUIFER BENEATH THE SITE APPEARS TO BE SEPARATED FROM THE LOWER
AQUIFER BY A FAIRLY THICK, CONTINUOUS CLAY LAYER.  IT IS THEREFORE UNLIKELY THAT CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE
WOULD ENTER THE LOWER AQUIFER AND REACH RESIDENTIAL WELLS.  ALSO, CHROMIUM LEVELS FOUND IN GROUNDWATER DO NOT
EXCEED THE DRINKING WATER MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL (MCL) OF 50 UG/L UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
(SDWA).

SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS

SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES COLLECTED DURING THE RI FROM THE AREA OF DEMOLITION DEBRIS DISPOSAL
CONTAINED ELEVATED CONCENTRATIONS OF PCBS, LEAD AND CHROMIUM.  THIS AREA WILL BE ADDRESSED DURING REMOVAL OF
THE DEBRIS UNDER THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT REMEDIAL ACTION.  SAMPLES COLLECTED IN THE DRAINAGE DITCH SOUTH OF
THE SITE AND AT THE ENTRANCE OF LAKE WINNEBAGO DID NOT CONTAIN ELEVATED LEVELS OF THESE CONTAMINANTS.

THE SHALLOW AQUIFER BENEATH THE SITE CONTAINS LEVELS OF TRIVALENT CHROMIUM ABOVE BACKGROUND BUT NOT ABOVE THE
MCL.  BASED ON RI DATA, THE WATER TABLE IS THREE TO FIVE FEET BELOW THE LAND SURFACE AND DIRECTION OF FLOW IS
TO THE SOUTHWEST, TOWARDS LAKE WINNEBAGO.  BECAUSE THE CITY OF APPLETON OBTAINS ITS DRINKING WATER FROM THE
LAKE, THE CITY'S POPULATION WAS IDENTIFIED AS A POTENTIAL RECEPTOR (SEE FIGURE 7).

AS PART OF THE RI, A GROUNDWATER MODELING STUDY WAS PERFORMED TO DETERMINE MOVEMENT OF CHROMIUM IN THE
GROUNDWATER OVER TIME.  ALTHOUGH THE MODEL DID INDICATE THAT CHROMIUM FOUND AT THE SITE WOULD MIGRATE TOWARD
THE LAKE SHORE, THE FLOW RATE OF GROUNDWATER IS ESTIMATED TO BE BETWEEN EIGHT AND ELEVEN FEET PER YEAR.  THIS
INDICATES THAT IN FIFTY YEARS, GROUNDWATER CONTAINING CHROMIUM WOULD HAVE MIGRATED JUST BEYOND THE SITE
BOUNDARY (SEE FIGURE 8).

BASED ON THE RATE OF GROUNDWATER MOVEMENT, AND TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION THE DILUTION THAT WOULD OCCUR ONCE
GROUND WATER DISCHARGES TO THE LAKE, THE LEVELS OF CHROMIUM IN THE GROUNDWATER SHOULD NEVER POSE A THREAT TO
APPLETON'S WATER SUPPLY.  ALSO, AS DISCUSSED ABOVE, CHROMIUM LEVELS IN THE GROUNDWATER DO NOT EXCEED THE SDWA
STANDARD OF 50 UG/L.

SOILS

SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES COLLECTED AT THE SITE SHOW LEAD AND CHROMIUM TO BE THE CONTAMINANTS OF
CONCERN.  LEAD AND TRIVALENT CHROMIUM WERE FOUND THROUGHOUT THE SITE AT CONCENTRATIONS RANGING FROM DETECTION
LIMITS TO 1940 MILLIGRAMS PER KILOGRAM (MG/KG) AND 964 MG/KG RESPECTIVELY (SEE FIGURES 9 AND 10).

PCB CONTAMINATION IS CONFINED TO THE AREA WHERE DEMOLITION DEBRIS WAS DISPOSED.  THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT WILL
ADDRESS THE PCB CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.  DURING THE RI, VOLATILE AND SEMI-VOLATILE ORGANICS WERE FOUND AT
LOW LEVELS AND AT SCATTERED LOCATIONS.



DURING THE RI, IT WAS NOTED THAT SEVERAL TEENAGED CHILDREN USE THE SITE AS A DIRT BIKE TRAIL.  IT WAS ALSO
NOTED THAT FRESH REFUSE WAS CONTINUOUSLY BEING DUMPED ON SITE.  GIVEN THAT THE SITE IS AN ATTRACTIVE
NUISANCE, AND THAT THE AREA CONTAINING HIGH LEVELS OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM IN SOILS IS ACCESSIBLE, IT WAS
DETERMINED THAT DIRECT CONTACT IS AN EXPOSURE ROUTE.

THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH

THE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION (PHE) SUMMARY IN THE PHASE II RI REPORT FOR THE SCHMALZ SITE IDENTIFIED LEAD AND
CHROMIUM AS THE CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN.  THE PATHWAY OF EXPOSURE IS DIRECT CONTACT WITH LEAD AND CHROMIUM
CONTAMINATED SOILS ON SITE.

POTENTIAL RISKS FROM CONTAMINATED SOILS ARE BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE SITE WOULD BE USED FOR
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE FUTURE.  SINCE LEAD AND TRIVALENT CHROMIUM ARE NONCARCINOGENS, THE ACCEPTABLE
CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (AICS) WERE USED TO CALCULATE ALLOWABLE DAILY CHEMICAL INTAKE LEVELS FROM THE IDENTIFIED
EXPOSURE ROUTE.  AN AIC IS THE DOSE THAT IS ANTICIPATED TO BE WITHOUT LIFETIME RISK WHEN TAKEN DAILY.

EXPOSURE RISKS FROM DIRECT CONTACT WERE CALCULATED BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT A CHILD IN A RESIDENTIAL
SETTING WOULD CONSUME ONE GRAM OF SOIL PER DAY.  THE AICS FOR LEAD AND TRIVALENT CHROMIUM ARE .014 AND 140
MILLIGRAMS PER KILOGRAM PER DAY RESPECTIVELY.  BASED ON THESE VALUES, LEAD AND CHROMIUM IN SOILS ON THE
SCHMALZ SITE WITH CONCENTRATIONS GREATER THAN 14 MG/KG AND 100 MG/KG RESPECTIVELY, POSE AN UNACCEPTABLE
LIFETIME RISK FROM DIRECT CONTACT.

GROUNDWATER WAS DETERMINED NOT TO BE A PUBLIC HEALTH THREAT BECAUSE CHROMIUM CONCENTRATIONS ARE BELOW THE
SDWA DRINKING WATER STANDARDS.  HOWEVER, LEACHING OF CHROMIUM AND/OR LEAD TO GROUNDWATER COULD POTENTIALLY
CAUSE DRINKING WATER STANDARDS TO BE EXCEEDED.  TO DETERMINE IF LEACHABLE AMOUNTS OF CONTAMINANTS WOULD
LEACH, EP TOXICITY EXTRACTION TESTS WERE PERFORMED ON SOILS DURING THE RI.  RESULTS OF THE TESTS SHOW THAT
VERY LOW LEVELS OF BOTH LEAD AND CHROMIUM ARE LEACHABLE.  LEACHABLE CONCENTRATIONS RANGED FROM .071 TO .146
MG/L FOR LEAD AND FROM .011 TO .063 MG/L FOR CHROMIUM.  CONSIDERING DILUTION FACTORS, THESE VALUES ARE NOT
EXPECTED TO CAUSE CONTAMINATION IN THE GROUND WATER TO EXCEED DRINKING WATER STANDARDS.  THESE VALUES ARE
WELL BELOW THE EP TOXICITY TEST'S 5 MG/L LIMIT FOR DETERMINING IF THE SOIL IS A RCRA HAZARDOUS WASTE AND
INDICATES THAT VERY LITTLE OF THE CONTAMINANTS WILL LEACH FROM SOILS TO GROUNDWATER.  IN ADDITION, TRIVALENT
CHROMIUM HAS AN AFFINITY TO FINE GRAINED, SILTY SOILS LIKE THOSE FOUND IN THE SITE AREA.  THIS WOULD INHIBIT
MOVEMENT OF CHROMIUM THROUGH THE AQUIFER, AND PROBABLY EXPLAINS WHY CHROMIUM HAS NOT MIGRATED FARTHER TO
DATE.

BASED ON THE ABOVE DISCUSSIONS, ONSITE SOILS ARE NOT LIKELY TO EVER INCREASE CHROMIUM AND LEAD CONCENTRATIONS
IN THE GROUND WATER TO GREATER THAN THE DRINKING WATER MCLS OF 50 UG/L.  HOWEVER, BECAUSE THERE IS A REMOTE
POSSIBILITY THAT THIS PATHWAY COULD LATER BECOME A CONCERN, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT GROUNDWATER SHOULD BE
MONITORED OVER TIME.  IN ADDITION, RESIDENTS IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE WILL BE ASKED TO VOLUNTARILY ABANDON
ANY EXISTING WELLS.  THIS IS A PRECAUTIONARY MEASURE TO ENSURE THAT NO POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE EXISTS SHOULD
CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN GROUNDWATER INCREASE IN THE FUTURE.

#ENF
III. ENFORCEMENT

CERCLA RELATED ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES BEGAN AT THE SITE IN 1984.  A RESPONSIBLE PARTY SEARCH WAS CONDUCTED TO
IDENTIFY POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE WASTE GENERATORS AND TRANSPORTERS.  EIGHT PARTIES WERE NAMED BASED ON
INFORMATION INDICATING THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN THE SITE, INCLUDING PARTIES WHO WERE NAMED IN THE STATE'S
UNSUCCESSFUL 1979 LAWSUIT.  NOTICE LETTERS WERE SENT TO EACH PARTY AND A NEGOTIATING MEETING WAS HELD TO
DISCUSS THE RI/FS.  AT THE END OF THE NEGOTIATING PERIOD, NONE OF THE PARTIES COMMITTED TO PERFORM THE RI/FS.

IN AUGUST 1987, POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) WERE AGAIN NOTIFIED FOR THE REMEDIAL DESIGN AND
REMEDIAL ACTION (RD/RA) OF THE FINAL REMEDY.  NOTIFICATION LETTERS WERE SENT TO:

ALLIS-CHALMERS CORPORATION
AKRISOL
MR. GREGORY SCHMALZ



MR. GERALD SCHMALZ
MENASHA CORPORATION
MENASHA ELECTRIC AND WATER UTILITY
JAMES PETERS COMPANY
WEISELER CONSTRUCTION.

AFTER RECEIVING THE NOTIFICATION LETTER, AKRISOL AND MENASHA CORPORATION REQUESTED THAT U.S. EPA DELETE 
THEIR NAMES FROM THE PRP LIST.  FOLLOWING REVIEW OF INFORMATION IN U.S. EPA FILES, INCLUDING INFORMATION
SUBMITTED TO U.S. EPA BY AKRISOL AND MENASHA CORPORATION, AKRISOL AND MENASHA CORPORATION WERE DELETED FROM
THE LIST OF PRPS.

AUGUST 17, 1987 MARKED THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE NEGOTIATION MORATORIUM.  OCTOBER 16, 1987 IS THE DEADLINE FOR
PRP INVOLVEMENT IN THE RD/RA.  AT THIS TIME, NO GOOD FAITH EFFORT HAS BEEN PUT FORTH BY THE PRPS.  THEREFORE,
NO EXTENSION OF THE NEGOTIATION MORATORIUM HAS BEEN MADE.

#CR
IV. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE RI/FS BEGAN ON AUGUST 17, 1987.  COPIES OF THE PHASE TWO RI REPORT AND THE
FS REPORT WERE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE COMMUNITY ON THIS DATE.  TWO LOCATIONS SERVED AS REPOSITORIES FOR THESE
REPORTS AS WELL AS THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE REMAINDER OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.  U.S. EPA ISSUED A PRESS
RELEASE CONTAINING THE PROPOSED PLAN PRIOR TO COMMENCING THE COMMENT PERIOD.

A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON AUGUST 19, 1987, TO DISCUSS THE FINDINGS OF THE RI/FS AND TO PRESENT THE U.S.
EPA PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.  QUESTIONS REGARDING THE PROJECT WERE ALSO ANSWERED.  NO PUBLIC COMMENTS WERE
SUBMITTED DURING THE MEETING.  TWO SUBSEQUENT WRITTEN COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED.  THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
ENDED SEPTEMBER 8, 1987.  PUBLIC COMMENTS ARE ADDRESSED IN THE ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

#AE
V. ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

THE FEASIBILITY STUDY WAS INITIATED TO EVALUATE ALTERNATIVE REMEDIAL ACTIONS FOR REMEDIATION OF CONTAMINATION
AT THE SCHMALZ SITE.  RESPONSE OBJECTIVES FOR THE SITE WERE IDENTIFIED IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION (PHE). 
BASED ON THE PHE, PROTECTION FROM DIRECT CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SOILS AND MONITORING FOR DEGRADATION OF
GROUNDWATER QUALITY FROM THESE SOILS WERE IDENTIFIED AS THE SITE SPECIFIC RESPONSE OBJECTIVES.

A VARIETY OF TECHNOLOGIES TO ADDRESS RESPONSE OBJECTIVES WAS IDENTIFIED AND EVALUATED FOR FURTHER
CONSIDERATION.  FROM THESE, ELEVEN ALTERNATIVES WERE DEVELOPED AND SCREENED FOR EFFECTIVENESS,
IMPLEMENTABILITY AND COST.  FOLLOWING SCREENING, SIX ALTERNATIVES REMAINED AND WERE SUBJECTED TO DETAILED
ANALYSIS USING THE EVALUATION CRITERIA OUTLINED IN SARA.  TABLE 3 LISTS THE SIX ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED.

IN ORDER TO ADDRESS RESPONSE OBJECTIVES ADEQUATELY, TWO GROUPS OF ALTERNATIVES WERE DEVELOPED; THOSE
ADDRESSING GROUNDWATER AND THOSE ADDRESSING SOILS.  THE ALTERNATIVES NUMBERS IN TABLE 3 REFER TO THE
NUMBERING IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.  GROUP A ALTERNATIVES ADDRESS GROUNDWATER, GROUP B ALTERNATIVES ADDRESS
SOILS, AND THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE MAKES UP GROUP C.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVE A-1:  GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION, COAGULATION/FLOCCULATION, FILTRATION, ION EXCHANGE AND DISCHARGE 

THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD ENTAIL TREATING THE GROUNDWATER AT THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE TO REMOVE CHROMIUM TO
BACKGROUND LEVELS.  TREATMENT WOULD INVOLVE COAGULATION OF THE SUSPENDED SOLIDS CONTAINED IN EXTRACTED
GROUNDWATER BY MEANS OF POLYMER OR LIME ADDITION, AND FLOCCULATION TO ENHANCE THE FORMATION OF LARGER
PARTICLES.  SEDIMENTATION WOULD FOLLOW, IN WHICH THE INSOLUBLE FORMS OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM WOULD BE SEPARATED
FROM THE WATER.  THE NEXT TREATMENT PROCESS WOULD BE FILTRATION, REMOVING THE FINES AND "POLISHING" THE
TREATED WATER.  THE FINAL TREATMENT PROCESS WOULD BE A CATION EXCHANGE UNIT, WHERE THE SOLUBLE CHROMIUM
REMAINING WOULD BE REMOVED FROM THE WATER.  FOLLOWING TREATMENT, WATER WOULD BE DISCHARGED TO THE ON-SITE



POND.

THE VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED WATER TO BE PUMPED AND TREATED WAS ESTIMATED TO BE 42 MILLION GALLONS OR 3 PORE
VOLUMES OF THE WATER TABLE AQUIFER BENEATH THE SITE.  THIS IS THE ESTIMATED AMOUNT THAT WOULD HAVE TO BE
EXTRACTED TO REDUCE CHROMIUM LEVELS TO BACKGROUND.  BACKGROUND FOR THE SITE IS ASSUMED TO BE APPROXIMATELY 5
UG/L, BASED ON UPGRADIENT MONITORING WELL SAMPLES.  THE EXTRACTION SYSTEM WOULD BE COMPOSED OF 2-INCH
DIAMETER WELLS PLACED ON 10-FOOT CENTERS AROUND THE PERIMETER OF THE SITE.  WATER WOULD BE PUMPED AT A RATE
OF 50 GALLONS PER MINUTE WITH A PROJECT DURATION OF APPROXIMATELY 19 MONTHS.

ALTERNATIVE A-3:  SLURRY WALL AND CAP

THE PURPOSE OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS TO PREVENT CONTAMINANT MIGRATION BY CONTAINING THE PLUME AND ISOLATING THE
WASTE FROM SURFACE INFILTRATION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE INSTALLATION OF A CIRCUMFERENTIAL SLURRY WALL
AROUND THE PERIMETER OF THE SITE (FIGURE 11).  THE SLURRY TRENCH WOULD BE EXCAVATED THREE FEET INTO THE
CONFINING CLAY (LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 25 FEET BELOW THE GROUND SURFACE).  THE BACKFILL MATERIAL WOULD CONSIST
OF A MIXTURE OF EXCAVATED SOIL, WATER, AND BENTONITE CLAY.  THE PERMEABILITY OF THE WALLS WOULD BE GREATLY
REDUCED BECAUSE OF THE SWELLING PROPERTIES OF THE CLAY.  THUS, THE LATERAL MIGRATION OF CONTAMINATED
GROUNDWATER WITHIN THE WALLS WOULD BE MINIMIZED.  THE LOW PERMEABILITY OF THE UNDERLYING CLAY LAYER PROHIBITS
THE VERTICAL MOVEMENT OF THE GROUNDWATER BECAUSE THE SLURRY WALLS WOULD BE KEYED INTO THIS FORMATION, THE
POTENTIAL FOR MIGRATION OF CONTAMINATED WATER UNDER THE WALLS WOULD BE LOW.

AN IMPERMEABLE CAP WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED OVER THE AFFECTED AREA TO PREVENT THE AREA ENCLOSED BY THE WALLS FROM
FILLING WITH WATER.  THE CAP WOULD CONSIST OF A 24-INCH LAYER OF VEGETATED TOPSOIL, A LAYER OF GEOTEXTILE
FABRIC, 12 INCHES OF GRAVEL, A 20-MM SYNTHETIC LINER, AND 24 INCHES OF COMPACTED CLAY.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) ON THE SLURRY WALL AND CAP WOULD BE REQUIRED AS PART OF THE ALTERNATIVE.  O&M
WOULD INCLUDE PERIODIC INSPECTIONS OF BOTH THE CAP AND SLURRY WALL FOR SIGNS OF EROSION, SETTLEMENT, OR
SUBSIDENCE.  ADDITIONAL MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WOULD INCLUDE THE APPLICATION OF FERTILIZER AND PERIODIC
MOWING TO PREVENT INVASION BY DEEP-ROOTED VEGETATION.

IT IS NOT ANTICIPATED THAT EXTENSIVE 'POOLING' OF WATER WILL OCCUR WITHIN THE SLURRY WALL.  HOWEVER, IF
NECESSARY, A LOW CAPACITY EXTRACTION WELL COULD BE INSTALLED TO EXTRACT WATER.  THE AMOUNT OF LEACHATE
EXTRACTED WOULD BE VERY LITTLE AND COULD BE SENT TO THE LOCAL POTW FOR TREATMENT.

THE SLURRY WALL AND CAP ALTERNATIVE WOULD REQUIRE THAT A GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM BE INSTITUTED.  FOR
THE PURPOSES OF THIS ALTERNATIVE, IT IS ASSUMED THAT THE MONITORING PROGRAM WILL CONFORM WITH RCRA
REQUIREMENTS (40 CFR PART 264.95 AND 264.97).  THIS PROGRAM WOULD CONSIST OF PLACING MONITORING WELLS AT THE
BOUNDARY OF THE WASTE MANAGEMENT UNIT AND UPGRADIENT OF THE UNIT.  THE WELLS WOULD BE SAMPLED AND ANALYZED
FOR PH, CONDUCTIVITY, DISSOLVED CHROMIUM, AND DISSOLVED LEAD ON A QUARTERLY BASIS FOR THE FIRST YEAR AND
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER FOR 4 YEARS.  AT THE END OF THE FIVE YEAR PERIOD, THE MONITORING PROGRAM WOULD BE
RE-EVALUATED AND A DETERMINATION MADE ON FUTURE MONITORING.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) WOULD INCLUDE PERIODIC INSPECTIONS OF BOTH THE CAP AND SLURRY WALL FOR SIGNS
OF EROSION, SETTLEMENT, OR SUBSIDENCE.  MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WOULD ALSO INCLUDE APPLICATION OF FERTILIZER
AND PERIODIC MOWING AND WEED CONTROL TECHNIQUES TO PREVENT INVASION BY DEEP-ROOTED VEGETATION.

ALTERNATIVE B-1:  RCRA SUBTITLE C CAP

CAPPING OF THE SITE WOULD INVOLVE CONSTRUCTION OF A THREE-LAYER CAP CONFORMING TO RCRA GUIDELINES.  THE AREA
TO BE CAPPED IS OUTLINED ON FIGURE 12.  THIS OPERATION WOULD FIRST CONSIST OF THE PLACEMENT OF A TWO-FOOT
CLAY LAYER, COMPACTED IN SIX-INCH LIFTS.  A TWENTY-MIL SYNTHETIC LINER WOULD THEN BE PLACED OVER THE CLAY. 
NEXT, A ONE-FOOT THICK DRAINAGE LAYER OF GRAVEL WOULD BE SPREAD AND OVERLAIN WITH GEOTEXTILE FABRIC.  THE
GEOTEXTILE FABRIC WOULD MAINTAIN THE DRAINAGE LAYER AND HELP TO STABILIZE A FINAL LAYER OF TWENTY-FOUR INCHES
OF TOPSOIL BY KEEPING FINE TOPSOIL PARTICLES FROM FILLING THE PORE SPACE OF THE GRAVEL LAYER.  THE TOPSOIL
WOULD BE VEGETATED TO PREVENT EROSION.  ALSO, THE CAP WOULD HAVE A MINIMUM SLOPE OF TWO PERCENT TO THE
NORTHEAST.  DRAINAGE CHANNELS WILL BE CONSTRUCTED TO DIRECT SURFACE RUNOFF TO THE PRESENT SITE DRAINAGE. 
PRECIPITATION THAT PERCOLATES THROUGH THE TOPSOIL WOULD FLOW LATERALLY THROUGH THE GRAVEL AND OVER THE



IMPERMEABLE SYNTHETIC AND CLAY BARRIER AND INTO THE DRAINAGE CHANNELS.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WOULD INCLUDE PERIODIC INSPECTIONS FOR SIGNS OF EROSION, SETTLEMENT, OR
SUBSIDENCE.  MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WOULD ALSO INCLUDE THE APPLICATION OF FERTILIZER AND PERIODIC MOWING AND
WEED CONTROL TECHNIQUES TO PREVENT INVASION BY DEEP-ROOTED VEGETATION.

GROUNDWATER MONITORING WOULD BE RECOMMENDED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE.  THE MONITORING PLAN
DESCRIBED FOR ALTERNATIVE A-3 WOULD APPLY HERE.

ALTERNATIVE B-2:  SOIL COVER

THE PLACEMENT OF A SOIL COVER OVER THE CONTAMINATED AREA WOULD INVOLVE PLACEMENT OF 24 INCHES OF LOW
PERMEABILITY COMPACTED EARTH OVER THE SITE (SEE FIGURE 12).  THE AREA WOULD THEN BE GRADED AND SLOPED
ADEQUATELY TO ALLOW SURFACE WATER RUNOFF.  THE FINAL GRADE WOULD BE APPROXIMATELY TWO PERCENT TO THE
NORTHEAST.  THE FINISHED SURFACE WOULD BE COVERED WITH SIX INCHES OF TOPSOIL AND VEGETATED.  SITE DRAINAGE
WOULD ALSO BE PROVIDED.  A DIVERSION DITCH CONSTRUCTED UPGRADIENT WOULD DIVERT FLOW TO THE POND TO LIMIT
SURFACE WATER CONTACT WITH THE FINAL COVER.  RUNOFF FROM THE COVER WOULD BE CAPTURED BY TWO DRAINAGE CHANNELS
AND DIRECTED TO THE DITCH LOCATED SOUTH OF THE SITE.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WOULD INCLUDE PERIODIC INSPECTIONS FOR SIGNS OF EROSION, SETTLEMENT, OR
SUBSIDENCE.  MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WOULD ALSO INCLUDE THE APPLICATION OF FERTILIZER AND PERIODIC MOWING AND
WEED CONTROL TECHNIQUES TO PREVENT INVASION BY DEEP-ROOTED VEGETATION.

GROUNDWATER MONITORING WOULD BE REQUIRED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SOIL CAP.  THE MONITORING PLAN DESCRIBED
UNDER ALTERNATIVE A-3 WOULD ALSO APPLY HERE.

ALTERNATIVE B-5:  EXCAVATION, SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION

THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE EXCAVATION OF ALL CONTAMINATED SOIL, TREATMENT OF THE SOIL WITH
SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION REAGENTS, AND BACKFILLING OF THE EXCAVATED AREAS WITH THE TREATED SOIL.
APPROXIMATELY 8000 CUBIC YARDS WOULD BE EXCAVATED IN THE CONTAMINATED AREAS.  SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION
(S/S) WOULD BE USED AS A PERMANENT REMEDIAL ACTION TO LIMIT THE OFF-SITE MOBILITY, SOLUBILITY AND TOXICITY OF
THE HEAVY METALS.

THE S/S PROCESS IS COMMERCIALLY OFFERED AS A COMPLETE, ON-SITE MOBILE TREATMENT UNIT.  THE UNIT IS OUTFITTED
WITH REAGENT TANKS, METERING EQUIPMENT AND AN OPERATING CONSOLE WHICH MONITORS THE ENTIRE PROCESS.  THE WASTE
IS FIRST SLURRIED AND THEN PUMPED TO THE TREATMENT UNIT, WHERE MIXING AND CHEMICAL REACTION WITH THE
SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION REAGENTS OCCURS.  THE TREATED MATERIAL IS THEN PUMPED BACK TO THE EXCAVATED
AREA, WHERE SOLIDIFICATION OCCURS WITHIN 36 TO 72 HOURS.

A SLURRY TANK WOULD BE USED TO MIX THE DRY SAND WITH WATER TO PRODUCE A SLUDGE WITH A MAXIMUM SOLID CONTENT
OF 30 TO 40 PERCENT.  THIS WOULD IMPROVE THE EFFICIENCY OF THE PROCESS AND THE HANDLING CHARACTERISTICS OF
THE WASTE.  FOLLOWING THIS, THE MATERIAL WOULD BE PUMPED TO THE TREATMENT UNIT AND THEN TO THE EXCAVATED
AREAS.  THE TREATED SOIL WOULD THEN BE SPREAD AND GRADED OVER THE EXCAVATED AREAS, AND A GRAVEL COVER PLACED
ON THE SITE.

DEWATERING OF THE SOILS TAKEN FROM THE SITE MAY BE NECESSARY PRIOR TO TREATMENT UNLESS A GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION ALTERNATIVE IS IMPLEMENTED IN CONJUNCTION WITH EXCAVATION.  THE DRAWDOWN OF THE EXTRACTION WELLS
COULD EFFECTIVELY DEWATER THE SOILS TO A DEPTH OF GREATER THAN FIVE FEET.  IF AN ALTERNATIVE INVOLVING
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION IS NOT SELECTED, THE SOILS COULD BE DEWATERED AFTER EXCAVATION BY PLACEMENT ON A
DRAINAGE PAD NEXT TO THE EXCAVATED AREA AND WATER ALLOWED TO DRAIN BACK INTO THE PIT.  IN ADDITION, STEPS FOR
DELISTING THE SOIL AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE WOULD ALSO NEED TO BE CONSIDERED AND CARRIED OUT.

ALTERNATIVE C-1:  NO ACTION

AS THE NAME IMPLIES, IF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS SELECTED, NO REMEDIAL ACTION WOULD BE TAKEN AT THE SITE AND
CURRENT CONDITIONS WOULD PERSIST.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS EVALUATED IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION PRESENTED



IN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT, AND THIS ASSESSMENT SERVES AS THE BASIS FOR THE EVALUATION OF ALL OTHER
REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES.  THIS OPTION COULD BE APPLIED TO THE GROUNDWATER, SOIL, OR BOTH.  NO CAPITAL OR
O&M COSTS WOULD BE ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

THE ALTERNATIVES LISTED IN TABLE 3 WERE EVALUATED USING FACTORS MANDATED BY SARA SECTION 121(B)(1)(A-G) THAT
HAVE BEEN ORGANIZED INTO THE EVALUATION CRITERIA USED IN THE EVALUATION.  A DISCUSSION OF THESE CRITERIA AS
THEY RELATE TO EACH REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE FOLLOWS.  THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS DISCUSSED SEPARATELY AT THE
END.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

ALTERNATIVES WERE ASSESSED AS TO WHETHER THEY ATTAIN LEGALLY APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) OF OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH LAWS.  THE EVALUATION OF
ARARS INCLUDED CONTAMINANT-SPECIFIC, LOCATION-SPECIFIC AND ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS.

FOR CONTAMINANT-SPECIFIC ARARS, ALL ALTERNATIVES WOULD MEET THE FOLLOWING ARARS UPON IMPLEMENTATION:

          ! SDWA DRINKING WATER STANDARD MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION LIMITS (MCLS);
          ! WISCONSIN STATUTE NR140 (GROUNDWATER PROTECTION);
          ! 42 U.S.C. 7401 (NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS FOR TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATES);
          ! CWA AMBIENT WATER QUALITY CRITERIA FOR PROTECTION OF AQUATIC LIFE;
          ! WATER QUALITY ACT OF 1987, SECTION 118, GREAT LAKES PROTECTION.
          ! ARTICLE VI, ANNEX 8 AND 10, AND APPENDIX 1, 2, AND 12 OF THE 1978 GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA.

ALTERNATIVE A-1 WOULD ALSO BE REQUIRED TO MEET THE FOLLOWING ARARS:

          ! NPDES REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) CITED IN 40 CFR 125.100-.104;

          ! WISCONSIN STATUTE NR 102, NR 104 AND NR 219 (RELATING TO STREAM CLASSIFICATION/STANDARDS AND
SAMPLING/TESTING METHODS FOR SURFACE WATER);

          ! WISCONSIN STATUTE NR 108 (RELATING TO WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY PLAN REVIEW AND STANDARDS).

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS WHICH HAVE BEEN REVIEWED FOR THE SITE INCLUDE:

          ! EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990, PROTECTION OF WETLANDS;
          ! EXECUTIVE ORDER 11998, PROTECTION OF FLOODPLAINS;
          ! WISCONSIN STATUTE NR 115, SHORELAND MANAGEMENT.

THE SITE HAS BEEN DETERMINED NOT TO BE WITHIN THE FLOODPLAIN OF LAKE WINNEBAGO.  FURTHER, IT HAS BEEN
DETERMINED THAT CONSTRUCTION OF ANY OF THE ALTERNATIVES BEING EVALUATED WOULD OCCUR IN AN UPLAND AREA NOT
CLASSIFIED AS A WETLAND.  AS SUCH, IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED ARE
COMPLIANT WITH THESE TWO EXECUTIVE ORDERS.

THE FOLLOWING ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED FOR THE SITE:

FOR ALTERNATIVE A-1, THE FOLLOWING ARARS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED:

          ! 40 CFR 122.44(A) (BEST AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY ECONOMICALLY ACHIEVABLE IS REQUIRED TO CONTROL
TOXIC AND NON-CONVENTIONAL POLLUTANTS);

          ! 50 FR 30794 (APPLICABLE FEDERAL WATER QUALITY CRITERIA MUST BE COMPLIED WITH);

          ! 40 CFR 136.1 - 136.4 (SAMPLE PRESERVATION PROCEDURES, CONTAINERS, HOLDING TIMES ARE



PRESCRIBED);

          ! 40 CFR 122.21 (NPDES PERMIT REQUIREMENTS).

FOR ALTERNATIVE A-3, THE FOLLOWING ARARS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED:

          ! SECTION 404 OF CWA, 40 CFR PART 230 AND 231 (PART OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT ADDRESSING DREDGE AND
FILL REQUIREMENTS IN WETLAND AREAS);

          ! WISCONSIN STATUTE NR 180 AND NR 181 (SOLID WASTE LANDFILL CAP STANDARDS);

          ! 40 CFR PARTS 264.117 (RELATING TO POST CLOSURE CARE);

          ! 40 CFR PARTS 264.111 AND 264.310(B) (RELATING TO THE PREVENTION OF RUN-ON/RUNOFF FROM DAMAGING
A SITE COVER);

          ! 40 CFR PARTS 264.111 AND 264.310 (RELATING TO LANDFILL CLOSURE);

          ! 40 CFR PART 268 (RELATING TO GROUNDWATER DIVERSION AND SLURRY WALL INSTALLATIONS).

FOR ALTERNATIVE B-1, THE SAME ARARS MUST BE ATTAINED WITH THE EXCEPTION OF 40 CFR PART 268.

FOR ALTERNATIVE B-2, COMPONENTS OF THE CLEAN CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS OF 40 CFR 264.111 AND 264.117, AS WELL AS
THE LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS OF 40 CFR 264.111, 264.117 AND 264.310, ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE. 
WISCONSIN CODE NR 180.13(12) IS APPLICABLE FOR CLOSURE AS WELL.  COMPLIANCE WITH THESE ARARS WOULD BE
ACHIEVED UPON IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE.

FOR ALTERNATIVE B-5, RCRA SUBTITLE C AND WISCONSIN STATUTE NR 181 WERE DETERMINED NOT TO APPLY DUE TO THE
RESIDUAL STABILIZED MASS BEING DELISTED AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE.  RCRA SUBTITLE D AND NR 180 WOULD STILL BE
ARARS.  LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS FOR CERTAIN CALIFORNIA LIST HAZARDOUS WASTES UNDER 40 CFR 268 WOULD ALSO
BE AN ARAR.

AT THIS TIME, IT IS NOT ANTICIPATED THAT ANY ARARS WAIVERS WOULD BE NEEDED FOR THE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED. 
BASED ON THE EVALUATION PERFORMED IN THE FS, ALL ALTERNATIVES WOULD COMPLY WITH FEDERAL AND STATE ARARS UPON
IMPLEMENTATION.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME

THE DEGREE TO WHICH ALTERNATIVES EMPLOY TREATMENT THAT REDUCES TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME WAS EVALUATED
DURING THE DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES.

ALTERNATIVE A-1 HAS BEEN DEVELOPED TO ENSURE THAT THE MOBILITY AND VOLUME OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM IN GROUNDWATER
BE SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCED.  A NECESSARY RESULT OF THIS IS THAT THE CONCENTRATIONS OF THESE COMPOUNDS WOULD BE
INCREASED IN PROCESS SIDESTREAMS (WATER TREATMENT SLUDGE AND PRODUCTS OF RESIN REGENERATION).  THIS WOULD
CAUSE AN INCREASE IN TOXICITY.  THERE IS, HOWEVER, NO INDICATION THAT EP TOXICITY VALUES FOR THESE
SIDESTREAMS WOULD NECESSARILY INCREASE.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE A-3 IS NOT EXPECTED TO REDUCE THE TOXICITY OR VOLUME OF LEAD OR CHROMIUM IN
GROUNDWATER, HOWEVER THE MOBILITY OF THE COMPOUNDS WOULD BE CURTAILED BY CONTAINMENT THROUGHOUT THE EFFECTIVE
LIFE OF THE ALTERNATIVE.  AS THE RI HAS INDICATED THAT THESE COMPOUNDS ARE CURRENTLY OF LIMITED MOBILITY, A
SLURRY WALL AND CAP WOULD ESSENTIALLY ELIMINATE FUTURE MOBILITY OF THESE COMPOUNDS IN GROUNDWATER WITHIN THE
AREA OF REMEDIATION.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVES B-1 OR B-2 IS EXPECTED TO SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE MOBILITY OF LEAD AND
CHROMIUM BY CONTAINMENT IN THE SITE SOILS, BUT DO NOTHING TO REDUCE TOXICITY OR VOLUME OF CONTAMINANTS.  THE
MOBILITY AND TOXICITY OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM ARE EXPECTED TO BE SOMEWHAT REDUCED AS A RESULT OF IMPLEMENTING
ALTERNATIVE B-5 DUE TO DECREASING THE POTENTIAL FOR LEACHING.  THE VOLUME OF MATERIAL CONTAINING THESE



COMPOUNDS WOULD INCREASE SLIGHTLY.

SHORT TERM EFFECTIVENESS

THE SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS WAS ASSESSED FOR EACH OF THE ALTERNATIVES.  FACTORS EVALUATED INCLUDE MAGNITUDE
OF REDUCTION OF EXISTING RISKS, SHORT-TERM RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTATION AND TIME NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE
PROTECTION.  A DISCUSSION OF EACH FOLLOWS.

IN THE SHORT TERM OF ALTERNATIVE A-1, THE RISK OF INGESTING ON-SITE GROUNDWATER WOULD DECREASE WITH
DECREASING INFLUENT CHROMIUM LEVELS.  TO A LESSER EXTENT, RISK REDUCTION WOULD ALSO OCCUR AS A RESULT OF
IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE A-3, BUT ONLY TO THOSE POTENTIAL USERS OF THE GROUNDWATER DIRECTLY AFFECTED BY
THE GROUNDWATER FLOW ALTERATION CAUSED BY THE SLURRY WALL AND CAP.

FOR ALTERNATIVE B-1 AND B-2, SHORT-TERM RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH DIRECT CONTACT WITH SOILS WOULD NOT BE ALTERED. 
ALTERNATIVE B-5 WOULD INCREASE THE SHORT-TERM RISKS TO WORKERS RESPONSIBLE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE ALTERNATIVE
AND MAY CONTRIBUTE TO INCREASED RISK TO THE LOCAL RESIDENTS AS WELL, ESPECIALLY DURING EXCAVATION, DUE TO
POTENTIAL AIRBORNE MIGRATION OF DUSTS FROM THE SITE.

ON A SHORT-TERM BASIS, ALTERNATIVES A-1, A-3, B-1 AND B-2 ARE ALL ENVISIONED TO PROVIDE EQUIVALENT PROTECTION
TO BOTH THE COMMUNITY AND WORKERS CONDUCTING THE REMEDIAL ACTION, WHEREAS ALTERNATIVE B-5, BY VIRTUE OF ITS
NECESSITATING INTIMATE CONTACT WITH ON-SITE SOILS, WOULD OFFER A DECREASED LEVEL OF PROTECTION TO SITE
WORKERS.

THE TIME UNTIL IDENTIFIABLE PROTECTION IS ACHIEVED IS ASSUMED TO BE THE DURATION OF PLANNING, CONSTRUCTION
AND IMPLEMENTATION OF EACH ALTERNATIVE.  IN SUMMARY:

ALTERNATIVE A-1          48 MONTHS
ALTERNATIVE A-3          28 MONTHS
ALTERNATIVE B-1          20 MONTHS
ALTERNATIVE B-2          20 MONTHS
ALTERNATIVE B-5          16 MONTHS.

 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

ALTERNATIVES WERE EVALUATED FOR THE LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE THEY AFFORD ALONG WITH THE DEGREE
OF CERTAINTY THAT THE REMEDY WILL PROVE SUCCESSFUL.  FACTORS CONSIDERED INCLUDE MAGNITUDE OF RESIDUAL RISKS,
TYPE AND DEGREE OF LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT REQUIRED, POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE TO WASTES, LONG-TERM RELIABILITY OF
ENGINEERING AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, AND THE POTENTIAL NEED FOR REPLACEMENT OF THE REMEDY.

LONG-TERM RISK REDUCTION ASSOCIATED WITH THE INGESTION OF CHROMIUM IN THE GROUNDWATER WOULD OCCUR AS A RESULT
OF IMPLEMENTING ALTERNATIVE A-1; HOWEVER, AS THERE ARE NO IDENTIFIABLE POTENTIAL USERS OF THE GROUNDWATER,
THE MAGNITUDE OF RISK REDUCTION CANNOT BE QUANTIFIED.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE A-3 IS NOT EXPECTED TO DECREASE LONG-TERM RISKS IN THE SAME MANNER, AS CHROMIUM
WOULD REMAIN IN THE GROUNDWATER SYSTEM AND POTENTIAL EXPOSURE COULD OCCUR, PARTICULARLY IN THE EVENT OF
PLACING A DRINKING WATER WELL WITHIN THE CAPPED AREA.  AGAIN, THE RISKS ARE UNQUANTIFIABLE.

ALTERNATIVE B-1 WOULD ELIMINATE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH CONTACTING ON-SITE SOILS FOR AS LONG AS THE CAP WAS
PROPERLY MAINTAINED.  SIMILAR RISK REDUCTION WOULD OCCUR WITH ALTERNATIVE B-2.  IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE
B-5 IS NOT EXPECTED TO SIGNIFICANTLY MINIMIZE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH INGESTION OF SOILS WITHOUT ADDITIONAL
RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF THE SITE (E.G., ADDITIONAL FENCING).

OWING TO THE RELATIVELY COMPLEX NATURE OF TREATMENT SYSTEM COMPONENTS, ALTERNATIVE A-1 IS DEEMED TO HAVE A
RELATIVELY LOW RELIABILITY WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED.  IN COMPARISON, ALTERNATIVES A-3,
B-1, AND B-2 ARE DEEMED MORE RELIABLE DUE TO THEIR SIMPLICITY.  THE RELIABILITY OF ALTERNATIVE B-5 IS UNKNOWN
PRINCIPALLY DUE TO THE LACK OF DATA DOCUMENTING LONG-TERM SUCCESS OR FAILURE OF SIMILAR PROJECTS.



COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE A-1 WILL NOT REQUIRE REPLACEMENT THROUGHOUT THE LIFE OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION (2 TO 3
YEARS).  FOR ALTERNATIVE A-3, B-1 AND B-2, THE ONLY POTENTIAL NEED FOR REPLACEMENT IS SEEN TO BE THAT OF THE
CAP OR SOIL COVER.  THIS NEED COULD OCCUR IF THE ORIGINAL CAP WAS WASHED OUT BY SOME STORM EVENT, IF HEAVY
EQUIPMENT WERE TO ABRADE THE COVER, OR IF UNFORESEEN SUBSIDENCE WERE TO OCCUR.  REPLACEMENT OF ALTERNATIVE
B-5 IS NOT APPLICABLE.

IMPLEMENTABILITY

THE EASE OR DIFFICULTY OF IMPLEMENTING EACH ALTERNATIVE WAS ASSESSED DURING THE DETAILED ANALYSIS.  FACTORS
EVALUATED INCLUDE THE DEGREE OF DIFFICULTY ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION, EXPECTED OPERATIONAL RELIABILITY,
NEED TO OBTAIN APPROVALS AND PERMITS, AND AVAILABILITY OF NECESSARY EQUIPMENT AND SPECIALISTS.

ALL ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED HAVE BEEN CONSTRUCTED FOR VARIOUS APPLICATIONS IN THE PAST.  ALTERNATIVES B-1 AND
B-2 DO NOT REQUIRE AS GREAT A DEGREE OF ENGINEERING AS ALTERNATIVES A-1, A-3 OR B-5.  TREATABILITY OR
COMPATIBILITY TESTING IS REQUIRED FOR ALTERNATIVES A-1, A-3 AND B-5 PRIOR TO DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION.

ASSESSMENTS OF THE RELIABILITY OF THE COMPONENT TECHNOLOGIES OF ALTERNATIVE A-1 REVEAL THAT SEVERAL PROBLEMS
CAN OCCUR AT EACH COMPONENT STAGE.  THIS COULD RESULT IN DELAYS OR INABILITY TO IMPLEMENT THE ALTERNATIVE. 
FOR ALTERNATIVE A-3, THE RELIABILITY OF SLURRY WALL TECHNOLOGY IS DEEMED HIGH, SUBJECT TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF
DESIGN TOLERANCES FOR HEAD DIFFERENTIALS ACROSS THE WALL.

CAPPING (ALTERNATIVES A-3 AND B-1) EMPLOYS RELIABLE TECHNOLOGY FOR SEALING OFF CONTAMINATION FROM THE
ABOVEGROUND ENVIRONMENT AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCING UNDERGROUND MIGRATION OF WASTES.  ALTERNATIVE B-2 EMPLOYS
RELIABLE TECHNOLOGY FOR SEALING OFF CONTAMINATION FROM THE ABOVEGROUND ENVIRONMENT, BUT IS NOT RELIABLE FOR
REDUCING UNDERGROUND WASTE MIGRATION.

FOR ALTERNATIVE B-5, THERE IS CONSIDERABLE RESEARCH DATA TO SUGGEST THAT SILICATES USED TOGETHER WITH A
CEMENT SETTING AGENT CAN STABILIZE A WIDE RANGE OF MATERIALS INCLUDING METALS.  HOWEVER, THE FEASIBILITY OF
USING SILICATES FOR ANY APPLICATION MUST BE DETERMINED ON A SITE SPECIFIC BASIS, PARTICULARLY IN VIEW OF THE
LARGE NUMBER OF ADDITIVES AND DIFFERENT SOURCES OF SILICATES WHICH MAY BE USED.  SOLUBLE SILICATES SUCH AS
SODIUM AND POTASSIUM SILICATE ARE GENERALLY MORE EFFECTIVE THAN FLY ASH, BLAST FURNACE SLAG, ETC.

BASED ON THE CONTENT OF SOILS ON THE SITE, ALTERNATIVE B-5 MAY BE DIFFICULT TO IMPLEMENT.  CONTAMINATED SOILS
CONSIST OF SOLID WASTE, WOOD, BRICK, AND CAR BODIES, WHICH WOULD MAKE IMPLEMENTATION DIFFICULT.

IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT THE ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED, U.S. EPA WILL NEED TO COORDINATE WITH AND OBTAIN NECESSARY
APPROVALS AND PERMITS FROM OTHER OFFICES WITHIN THE AGENCY AND FROM OTHER AGENCIES.

THE FOLLOWING AGENCY PARTICIPATION WILL BE REQUIRED IN THE REMEDIAL ACTION IMPLEMENTATION:

          ! U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - WILL DESIGN, CONSTRUCT AND OVERSEE REMEDIAL ACTION;

          ! STATE OF WISCONSIN - WILL AID IN COORDINATION OF A VOLUNTARY WELL ABANDONMENT, ASSUME
RESPONSIBILITY FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AFTER ONE YEAR FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION,
COORDINATE SITE ACCESS, AND PROVIDE A 10 PERCENT SHARE OF CONSTRUCTION COSTS.

IN ADDITION, APPROVALS FROM OTHER AGENCIES WILL ALSO BE NECESSARY.  THESE ARE LISTED BELOW FOR EACH
ALTERNATIVE.

                 AGENCY                               ALTERNATIVE

        U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS           A-1, A-3, B-1, B-2, B-5
                                               (WETLANDS)

        COUNTY ZONING DEPARTMENT               A-1, A-3, B-1, B-2, B-5
                                               (SHORELAND ZONING)
        WDNR                                   A-1 (DISCHARGE)



        RCRA (USEPA)                           B-5 (DELISTING RESIDUALS)
        STATE OF WISCONSIN                     A-1, A-3, B-1, B-2, B-5
                                               (WELL ABANDONMENT)
        MENASHA POTW                           A-3 (IF POTW DISPOSAL OF
                                               LEACHATE EXTRACTION IS
                                               REQUIRED).

SINCE NONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES HAVE PROPOSED OFF-SITE TREATMENT, STORAGE OR DISPOSAL SERVICES, AVAILABILITY
OF THESE SERVICES IS NOT A CONCERN FOR THE PROJECT.  HOWEVER, ON-SITE ACTIVITIES FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE WILL
REQUIRE SPECIFIC EQUIPMENT AND SPECIALIST SERVICES.

FOR ALTERNATIVE A-1, EACH COMPONENT OF THE TREATMENT PROCESS IS AVAILABLE; HOWEVER, PROCUREMENT OF THE ION
EXCHANGE UNITS AND RESINS MAY REQUIRE 16 TO 20 WEEKS AFTER ORDERING.  THE REMAINING TREATMENT SYSTEM
COMPONENTS ARE AVAILABLE AS PREFABRICATED UNITS.  TREATMENT PLANT OPERATORS WOULD ALSO BE NEEDED AND MAY
REQUIRE LICENSING.

ALTERNATIVES A-3, B-1 AND B-2 DO NOT REQUIRE A HIGH LEVEL OF SKILLED PERSONNEL FOR IMPLEMENTATION.  EQUIPMENT
NECESSARY FOR THESE ALTERNATIVES WOULD BE PROVIDED BY THE REMEDIAL ACTION CONTRACTOR.

FOR ALTERNATIVE B-5, THE MANUFACTURER/SUPPLIER OF THE SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION PROCESS PROVIDES EQUIPMENT
AND OPERATIONS SPECIALISTS FOR THE DURATION OF TREATMENT.  STANDARD EARTH MOVING EQUIPMENT WOULD BE REQUIRED
FOR FINAL PLACEMENT OF SOLIDIFIED MATERIALS.

COST

EACH ALTERNATIVE WAS EVALUATED FOR ESTIMATED COSTS OF IMPLEMENTATION.  ESTIMATED COSTS INCLUDE CAPITAL COSTS
AS WELL AS ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS.  THE NET PRESENT WORTH OF THESE COSTS PROVIDES THE BASIS
FOR COST COMPARISON.

THE PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS WAS PERFORMED ON ALL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES USING A 10 PERCENT DISCOUNT (INTEREST)
RATE OVER A PERIOD OF 30 YEARS EXCEPT WHERE THE LIFE OF A GIVEN COMPONENT OF AN ALTERNATIVE WAS LESS THAN 30
YEARS.  INFLATION WAS NOT CONSIDERED IN PREPARING THE PRESENT WORTH COSTS AND A DEPRECIATION OF 100 PERCENT
WAS ASSUMED.  THE PRESENT WORTH COSTS FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 4.

#CR
COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

AS THE GROUNDWATER IS NOT PRESENTLY BEING USED AS A DRINKING WATER SOURCE, AND CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE IS
CONFINED TO ON-SITE MEDIA, THE COMMUNITY DOES NOT PERCEIVE THE SITE AS AN IMMEDIATE DANGER.  THREE OF THE
ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED WOULD ENTAIL MOWING DOWN THE VEGETATION PRESENT AT THE SITE.  THIS COULD HAVE A
NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE COMMUNITY'S PERCEPTION OF THESE ALTERNATIVES.

STATE ACCEPTANCE

WHEN EVALUATING POTENTIAL RESPONSE ACTIONS, IT IS IMPORTANT TO CONSIDER STATE CONCERNS WITH ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATED.  THE STATE OF WISCONSIN HAS EXPRESSED SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES THAT ADDRESS DIRECT CONTACT
THREATS.  BECAUSE GROUNDWATER QUALITY IS WITHIN THE WISCONSIN CODE NR 140 REQUIREMENTS FOR GROUNDWATER
PROTECTION, AND DUE TO THE EXCESS COST INVOLVED, THEY DO NOT FEEL THAT A GROUNDWATER TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE IS
WARRANTED.  ALTERNATIVE B-2 WILL MEET STATE ARARS FOR CLOSURE UNDER THE STATE'S SOLID WASTE CODE, NR 180, AND
WILL COMPLY WITH RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE PORTIONS OF THEIR HAZARDOUS WASTE CODE NR 181.

THE STATE HAS CONCERNS OVER WHETHER ADEQUATE CAP PROTECTION IS AVAILABLE FOR ALTERNATIVES INVOLVING CAPPING
THE SITE.  SINCE THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ENTAILS CAPPING, THE STATE HAS AGREED TO ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN A
VOLUNTARY AGREEMENT FROM THE LANDOWNER.  THE AGREEMENT WOULD PROVIDE A GUARANTEE THAT THE LANDOWNER WILL NOT
DAMAGE THE CAP ONCE IT IS INSTALLED.  THE STATE IS AWARE THAT U.S. EPA HAS LEGAL AUTHORITY UNDER CERCLA TO
ISSUE AN ORDER FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION, SHOULD THE OWNER MAKE AN ATTEMPT TO DAMAGE THE CAP.



OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

FOLLOWING THE ANALYSES OF REMEDIAL OPTIONS AGAINST INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION CRITERIA, THE ALTERNATIVES WERE
ASSESSED FROM THE STANDPOINT OF WHETHER THEY WOULD PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT BASED ON THE EVALUATION CRITERIA DISCUSSED ABOVE.

BASED ON THE EVALUATION CRITERIA, IT APPEARS THAT ALTERNATIVES A-3, B-1 AND B-2 WOULD PROVIDE ADEQUATE
PROTECTION FROM CONTAMINATED SOILS ON SITE.  A-3 AND B-1 PROVIDE ADDITIONAL PROTECTION FOR GROUNDWATER, WHICH
IS NOT CONSIDERED A PATHWAY OF CONCERN.  ALTERNATIVE A-1 DOES NOT PROVIDE PROTECTION FROM CONTAMINATED SOILS
WHICH IS THE ONLY PATHWAY OF CONCERN AT THE SITE.  THUS, THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD HAVE TO BE COMBINED WITH AN
ALTERNATIVE TO ACHIEVE PROTECTION.

ALTHOUGH ALTERNATIVE B-5 WOULD BE PROTECTIVE UPON IMPLEMENTATION, THERE ARE RISKS TO WORKERS AND RESIDENTS
ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTING IT.  IN ADDITION, THE ABILITY TO IMPLEMENT THE ALTERNATIVE IS SOMEWHAT
QUESTIONABLE DUE TO THE CONTENT OF THE SOILS.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE WAS ALSO EVALUATED USING THE FACTORS LISTED IN SECTION 121 (B)(1)(A-G) OF SARA THAT
WERE ORGANIZED INTO EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF REMEDIES.  THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION PROVIDES THE
RESULTS OF THE NO ACTION EVALUATION.

IF NO ACTION WAS IMPLEMENTED AT THE SITE, IT WOULD NOT COMPLY WITH THE ARARS LISTED BELOW.

          ! RCRA SUBTITLE C, HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS;
          ! WISCONSIN CODE NR 180, SANITARY LANDFILL CLOSURE;
          ! WISCONSIN CODE NR 181, HAZARDOUS LANDFILL CLOSURE.

NO ACTION WOULD NOT REDUCE MOBILITY, TOXICITY OR VOLUME OF CONTAMINANTS NOR WOULD IT PROTECT AGAINST FUTURE
DIRECT CONTACT EXPOSURE.  NO SHORT OR LONG-TERM PROTECTIVENESS OR RISK REDUCTION WOULD OCCUR AT THE SITE, AND
COMMUNITY RESPONSE WAS NOT FAVORABLE TO A NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.  IN ADDITION, ALTHOUGH THERE IS NO COST
INVOLVED PRESENTLY, THIS ALTERNATIVE HAS THE GREATEST POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE REMEDIAL ACTION COSTS.  IN
SUMMARY, THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

IN ORDER TO DETERMINE THE MOST APPROPRIATE ALTERNATIVE THAT IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT, ATTAINS ARARS AND UTILIZES PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT
PRACTICABLE, ALTERNATIVES WERE COMPARED TO EACH OTHER.  COMPARISONS ARE BASED ON THE EVALUATION CRITERIA
MANDATED BY SARA, AND AS DISCUSSED IN THE PREVIOUS SECTION OF THIS ROD.

ALL THE ALTERNATIVES WOULD COMPLY WITH FEDERAL AND STATE ARARS IF IMPLEMENTED.  TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES A-1
AND B-5 WOULD REQUIRE COMPLIANCE WITH ADDITIONAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS, BUT THIS IS NOT SEEN AS A PROBLEM.

NONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES WOULD REDUCE TOXICITY OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM IN SOILS OR CHROMIUM IN THE GROUNDWATER. 
BECAUSE METALS ARE PERSISTENT AS NATURAL ELEMENTS, IT IS NOT FEASIBLE TO CHANGE THEIR FORM.  ALTERNATIVE A-1
ACTUALLY INCREASES THE TOXICITY OF CHROMIUM BECAUSE IT INCREASES THE CONCENTRATION.  ALL ALTERNATIVES REDUCE
THE MOBILITY OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM IN SOILS EXCEPT A-1.  A-1 REDUCES MOBILITY OF CONTAMINANTS IN GROUNDWATER
ONLY.  A-1 ALSO REDUCES THE VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER.  A-3 AND B-1 REDUCE THE MOBILITY OF
CONTAMINANTS IN BOTH MEDIA.  NONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES REDUCE THE VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED SOILS AND B-5
ACTUALLY INCREASES THE VOLUME SLIGHTLY.

FOR SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS, ALTERNATIVES A-1, A-3 AND B-1 REDUCE RISKS FROM GROUNDWATER; HOWEVER, A-1 DOES
NOT REDUCE RISKS FROM SOILS.  ALTERNATIVES B-2 AND B-5 PROVIDE RISK REDUCTION FROM SOILS ONLY.  NONE OF THE
ALTERNATIVES, EXCEPT B-5, POSE A THREAT DURING IMPLEMENTATION.  B-5 WOULD EXPOSE WORKERS AND THE COMMUNITY TO
WIND BLOWN CONTAMINANTS AND DIRECT CONTACT DURING CONSTRUCTION.  THE SCHEDULE FOR PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION
OF ALL THE ALTERNATIVES CALL FOR ONE AND A HALF TO THREE YEARS.  THIS IS NOT EXPECTED TO CAUSE ANY ADVERSE



EFFECTS.

IN CONSIDERING LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS, ALTERNATIVE A-1 REDUCES RISK TO GROUNDWATER BUT NOT TO SOILS. 
ALTERNATIVES A-3 AND B-1 PROVIDE PROTECTION FROM GROUNDWATER AND SOILS.  B-2 AND B-5 PROVIDE GOOD PROTECTION
FOR SOILS BUT ONLY MINIMAL PROTECTION FOR GROUNDWATER.  THE RELIABILITY AND POTENTIAL FOR REPLACEMENT FOR THE
ALTERNATIVES WAS ALSO CONSIDERED.  RELIABILITY OF ALL ALTERNATIVES, EXCEPT B-5, IS CONSIDERED GOOD. 
RELIABILITY OF B-5 IS UNKNOWN.  REPLACEMENT OF A-1 AND B-5 IS NOT APPLICABLE.  THERE IS A POSSIBILITY THAT
ALTERNATIVES A-3, B-1 AND B-2 WOULD NEED REPLACEMENT.

IN EVALUATING IMPLEMENTABILITY, IT IS ENVISIONED THAT A-1, A-3 AND B-5 WOULD BE MORE DIFFICULT BECAUSE THEY
REQUIRE MORE COMPLEX DESIGN.  RELIABILITY WOULD BE LOW FOR A-1 AND B-5 DURING IMPLEMENTATION.  THIS IS DUE TO
COMPLEXITY AND THE LIKELIHOOD OF ONE OR MORE COMPONENTS OF THE SYSTEM FAILING.  ALTERNATIVES A-1 AND B-5
WOULD ALSO REQUIRE ADDITIONAL APPROVALS AND SPECIALISTS AND LEAD TIME TO IMPLEMENT THEM.

THE EVALUATION OF OVERALL PROTECTION INDICATES THAT ALTERNATIVE A-1 DOES NOT PROTECT AGAINST DIRECT CONTACT
WITH SOILS, AND ALTERNATIVE B-5 HAS RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTATION AND IMPLEMENTABILITY.

TO SUMMARIZE THE COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES, IT IS APPARENT THAT THE COST-EFFECTIVE ALTERNATIVE THAT IS
PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT IS ALTERNATIVE B-2.  ALTERNATIVE A-1 DOES NOT PROTECT AGAINST
DIRECT CONTACT.  ALTERNATIVES A-3 AND B-1 ARE NOT COST EFFECTIVE BECAUSE THEY PROVIDE EXCESS PROTECTION FOR
GROUNDWATER.  ALTERNATIVE B-5 WOULD BE PROTECTIVE UPON IMPLEMENTATION, HOWEVER, THERE ARE SEVERAL PROBLEMS
ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE THAT MAKE IT UNDESIRABLE.

#RA
VI. SELECTED REMEDY

SECTION 121 OF SARA REQUIRES THAT ALL REMEDIES FOR SUPERFUND SITES BE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT AND COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS.  BASED ON THE
EVALUATION OF ALL ALTERNATIVES USING THE SARA SECTION 121 REQUIREMENTS, AND THE TECHNICAL, PUBLIC HEALTH,
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND COST CRITERIA, THE U.S. EPA, IN CONJUNCTION WITH WDNR, SELECTED ALTERNATIVE B-2 AS
THE FINAL REMEDY FOR THE SITE.  THE REMEDY ENTAILS:

          ! INSTALLATION OF A LOW PERMEABILITY SOIL CAP OVER THE CONTAMINATED SOIL;
          ! IMPLEMENTATION OF A GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM;
          ! IMPLEMENTATION OF A VOLUNTARY WELL ABANDONMENT PROGRAM FOR RESIDENTS BETWEEN THE SITE AND THE

LAKE;
          ! RECOMMENDATION THAT ADJACENT PROPERTY BE EVALUATED UNDER THE PRE-REMEDIAL PROGRAM.

THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL ADEQUATELY PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT FROM DIRECT CONTACT, INGESTION
AND INHALATION OF SOILS CONTAINING LEAD AND CHROMIUM, WHICH IS THE ONLY EXPOSURE PATHWAY IDENTIFIED IN THE
PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION.  GROUNDWATER MONITORING WILL PROVIDE ESSENTIAL INFORMATION ON CHANGES IN
GROUNDWATER QUALITY.  ANY INCREASE IN EXISTING LEVELS OF CHROMIUM OR LEAD WILL BE EVALUATED AS TO WHETHER
CORRECTIVE ACTION IS NECESSARY BASED ON LEVELS FOUND.

THE REMEDY IS CONSIDERED THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDIAL ACTION.  IT COMPLIES WITH FEDERAL AND STATE ARARS
AND IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT BY ELIMINATING THE THREAT OF DIRECT CONTACT WITH
CONTAMINATED SOILS.  BASED ON CURRENT INFORMATION, THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE MEETS THE PROTECTIVENESS,
IMPLEMENTABILITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS STANDARDS OF CERCLA, AS AMENDED BY SARA, AND THE NCP.

PROTECTIVENESS

BASED ON THE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION DEVELOPED FOR THE SITE, DIRECT CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SOILS ON-SITE
IS THE ONLY PATHWAY OF CONCERN.  ELIMINATING THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT BY UTILIZING A COMPACT SOIL CAP
OVER THE CONTAMINATED SOILS IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  ESTABLISHING A GROUNDWATER
MONITORING PROGRAM TO MONITOR LONG-TERM COMPLIANCE WITH GROUNDWATER PROTECTION STANDARDS FOR LEAD AND
CHROMIUM WILL PROVIDE PROTECTION FROM POTENTIAL FUTURE RELEASES.



#OEL
COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS

THE SELECTED REMEDY HAS BEEN EVALUATED TO ENSURE THAT ALL FEDERAL AND STATE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL
REQUIREMENTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND THAT ALL APPROPRIATE ARARS WILL BE ATTAINED.  THE SITE-SPECIFIC ARARS
FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY ARE LISTED BELOW.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) SUBTITLE C

BECAUSE RCRA SPECIFICALLY REGULATES HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT AFTER NOVEMBER 19, 1980, RCRA IS NOT LEGALLY
APPLICABLE TO THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE.  HOWEVER, SINCE HAZARDOUS MATERIAL WAS DUMPED AT THE SITE PRIOR TO 1980,
CERTAIN RCRA SUBTITLE C CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE.  RCRA SUBTITLE C SUBPART N DEFINES
CLOSURE AND POST-CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR LANDFILLS.  UNDER SUBPART N, TWO CLOSURE OPTIONS EXIST, CLEAN
CLOSURE AND DISPOSAL, OR LANDFILL CLOSURE.  RCRA REGULATIONS ON CLEAN CLOSURE ARE FOUND IN 40 CFR 264.113,
264.228 AND 264.258.  UNDER CLEAN CLOSURE, CONTAMINANT LEVELS MUST BE BELOW ESTABLISHED AGENCY-APPROVED
CLEANUP-LEVELS FOR ALL PATHWAYS.  REGULATIONS FOR DISPOSAL, OR LANDFILL CLOSURE ARE FOUND IN 40 CFR 264.113,
264.228, 264.258, AND 263.310.  UNDER THIS CLOSURE OPTION, THE SITE MUST BE CAPPED TO MINIMIZE INFILTRATION,
AND A 30-YEAR GROUNDWATER MONITORING, LEACHATE TREATMENT AND POST CLOSURE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM MUST BE
IMPLEMENTED.  A CORRECTIVE ACTION STRATEGY FOR POTENTIAL RELEASES FROM THE FACILITY MUST ALSO BE DEVELOPED,
AND IF NECESSARY, IMPLEMENTED.

FOR THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE, NEITHER CLEAN CLOSURE NOR LANDFILL CLOSURE IS RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE AS A WHOLE. 
CLEAN CLOSURE REQUIRES ELIMINATION OF EXPOSURE TO ALL PATHWAYS.  AT SCHMALZ DUMP THERE IS A DIRECT CONTACT
EXPOSURE PATHWAY.  LANDFILL CLOSURE ADDRESSES CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AND LEACHATE PATHWAYS AS WELL AS
DIRECT CONTACT.  AT SCHMALZ DUMP, GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION IS NOT ABOVE MCLS AND THERE IS NO LEACHATE
RELEASE.  BASED ON THE ABOVE CONSIDERATIONS, COMPONENTS OF BOTH CLOSURE OPTIONS HAVE BEEN DEEMED RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE.  THIS APPROACH IS CONSISTENT WITH U.S. EPA'S JULY 9, 1987 "INTERIM GUIDANCE ON COMPLIANCE WITH
APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS," WHICH STATES THAT "IT IS POSSIBLE FOR ONLY PART OF A
REQUIREMENT TO BE CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE, THE REST BEING DISMISSED IF JUDGED NOT TO BE RELEVANT
AND APPROPRIATE IN A GIVEN CASE.".  THUS, RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE COMPONENTS FROM BOTH OPTIONS HAVE BEEN
TAILORED INTO A SITE-SPECIFIC CLOSURE OPTION THAT IS PROTECTIVE OF PUBLIC HEALTH.

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT

THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (SDWA) MANDATES THAT U.S. EPA ESTABLISH REGULATIONS TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH FROM
CONTAMINANTS IN DRINKING WATER.  THE DRINKING WATER STANDARD, OR MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL (MCL), FOR BOTH
CHROMIUM AND LEAD IS 50 UG/L.

FOR WATER THAT IS USED FOR DRINKING, THE MCLS ARE GENERALLY APPLICABLE WHERE WATER WILL BE PROVIDED TO 25 OR
MORE PEOPLE.  MCLS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE WHERE SURFACE WATER OR GROUNDWATER COULD BE USED FOR DRINKING
WATER.  AT THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE, CHROMIUM DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER DID NOT EXCEED THE MCL, AND LEAD WAS NOT
REPORTED ABOVE THE DETECTION LIMITS.  THEREFORE, GROUNDWATER AT THE SCHMALZ SITE IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE
SDWA WITHOUT IMPLEMENTING TREATMENT.

CLEAN WATER ACT

SECTION 404 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) REGULATES DREDGE AND FILL ACTIVITIES IN NAVIGABLE WATERS IN THE
UNITED STATES.  PROTECTION OF WETLANDS IS A PRIMARY GOAL OF THE DREDGE AND FILL PERMIT PROGRAM.  PERMIT
APPLICATIONS FOR THESE ACTIVITIES ARE REVIEWED FOR IMPACT ON PUBLIC INTEREST AND COMPLIANCE WITH RELEVANT
SECTION 404 (B)(1) GUIDELINES.  THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS (U.S. ACE) HAS AGREED THAT U.S. EPA NEED NOT
OBTAIN PERMITS FOR SUPERFUND ACTIVITIES; HOWEVER, THE PROPOSED ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE BASED ON TECHNICAL
FACTORS, INCLUDING:

          ! A DETERMINATION THAT PROPOSED FILLING ACTIVITIES WILL NOT HAVE ADVERSE IMPACTS ON THE AQUATIC
ECOSYSTEM;

          ! A DETERMINATION THAT FILL MATERIALS DO NOT DEGRADE WATER QUALITY OR CONTRIBUTE TO VIOLATIONS OF



ANY STATE STANDARD;

          ! A DETERMINATION OF THE POTENTIAL SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM EFFECTS OF FILLING ACTIVITIES ON THE
PHYSICAL, CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL COMPONENTS OF THE WETLAND.

THE DETERMINATION AS TO WHETHER AN AREA IS ACTUALLY A WETLAND IS MADE BY THE U.S. ACE.  AT THE SCHMALZ DUMP
SITE, U.S. ACE HAS DETERMINED THAT THE AREA TO BE CAPPED IS AN UPLAND AREA BECAUSE IT IS NOT INUNDATED WITH
WATER FOR ANY SIGNIFICANT TIME DURING THE YEAR.  THEREFORE, CWA REGULATIONS FOR DREDGE AND FILL ACTIVITIES IN
THE AREA WHERE THE SOIL CAP WILL BE INSTALLED ARE NOT APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE.

THE AREAS ON-SITE THAT ARE EMERGENT ARE CONSIDERED WETLANDS AND THUS, IF ANY FUTURE ACTIONS WERE TAKEN AT
THESE LOCATIONS, SECTION 404 OF CWA WOULD BE APPLICABLE.

WETLANDS PROTECTION

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990 - WETLANDS PROTECTION, REGULATES ACTIVITIES IN WETLANDS.  U.S. EPA INCORPORATED THESE
REQUIREMENTS INTO ITS POLICY ON FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS ASSESSMENTS FOR CERCLA ACTIONS IN AUGUST 1985.  AS
DISCUSSED PREVIOUSLY UNDER CWA, THE AREA TO BE CAPPED ON THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE IS NOT A WETLAND AREA.  HERE
TOO, IF ACTIONS ARE TAKEN IN WETLAND AREAS OF THE SITE, THE WETLANDS PROTECTION ORDER WOULD BE APPLICABLE.

NR 140 WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (WAC)

WISCONSIN'S GROUNDWATER PROTECTION ADMINISTRATIVE RULE, CHAPTER NR 140 WAC, REGULATES PUBLIC HEALTH
GROUNDWATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR THE STATE OF WISCONSIN.  NR 140 IS A PROMULGATED STATE ADMINISTRATIVE RULE
AND IS, THEREFORE, APPLICABLE FOR SUPERFUND ACTIVITIES IN WISCONSIN.  THE ENFORCEABLE GROUNDWATER QUALITY
STANDARD FOR CHROMIUM IS 50 UG/L.  THIS IS EQUIVALENT TO THE MCL FOR CHROMIUM UNDER THE SDWA.

NR 180 WAC

WISCONSIN'S SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATIVE RULE, CHAPTER NR 180 WAC, REGULATES SOLID WASTE IN THE
STATE.  THIS RULE IS APPLICABLE FOR THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE BASED ON THE HISTORY OF FILLING AT THE SITE.  THE
PROPOSED REMEDY WILL COMPLY WITH NR 180.13(13) CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR UNLICENSED LANDFILL CLOSURE.

NR 181 WAC

WISCONSIN'S HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATIVE RULE, CHAPTER NR 181 WAC, REGULATES THE HANDLING OF
HAZARDOUS WASTE IN THE STATE.  SIMILAR TO FEDERAL RCRA REGULATIONS, NR 181 REGULATES WASTE HANDLING AFTER
1980.  LIKE RCRA, NR 181 IS NOT APPLICABLE, BUT CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS MAY BE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE FOR
SUPERFUND SITES.  SECTION NR 181.44(12) OF THE RULE REGULATES CLOSURE OF LANDFILL FACILITIES WITHOUT
OPERATING LICENSES.  THE REQUIREMENTS UNDER THIS SECTION ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE FOR THE SCHMALZ DUMP
SITE.  IN ADDITION, CERTAIN COMPONENTS OF CLOSURE FOR LICENSED FACILITIES ARE ALSO RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE. 
THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR THE SITE FULLY COMPLIES WITH NR 181.44(12).  AND, SINCE REQUIREMENTS FOR CLOSURE OF
LICENSED FACILITIES UNDER NR 181 ARE NOT MORE STRINGENT THAN RCRA, THE SELECTED REMEDY COMPLIES WITH RELEVANT
AND APPROPRIATE COMPONENTS OF CLOSURE UNDER NR 181.

NR 115 WAC

WISCONSIN'S SHORELAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE RULE, CHAPTER NR 115 WAC, REGULATES ZONING AND USE
REGULATIONS FOR SHORELANDS IN THE STATE.  THIS RULE IS APPLICABLE TO THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE BECAUSE THE
FACILITY IS WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF LAKE WINNEBAGO, AND IS, THEREFORE, SUBJECT TO THE COUNTY SHORELAND-WETLAND
ZONING ORDINANCE, ADOPTED PURSUANT TO CHAPTER NR 115, AND ENFORCED BY THE COUNTY.  UNDER THIS ORDINANCE, ALL
ACTIONS TAKEN ON SHORELANDS-WETLANDS MUST BE APPROVED BY THE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT.  PRELIMINARY
INDICATIONS BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT FAVOR THE PROPOSED REMEDY, PROVIDED PROPER EROSION CONTROLS ARE
UTILIZED.  THESE EROSION CONTROLS ARE ALSO REQUIRED UNDER RCRA AND NR 181 CLOSURE REGULATIONS, AND WILL,
THEREFORE, COMPLY WITH THESE REQUIREMENTS.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS AND UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE



MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE

THE SELECTED REMEDY IS THE LOWEST COST ALTERNATIVE THAT ADEQUATELY PROTECTS PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT
FROM THE THREAT OF DIRECT CONTACT AT THE SCHMALZ SITE.  WHILE OTHER ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED ALSO PROVIDE
PROTECTION, THEY ARE MORE COSTLY WHILE ACHIEVING THE SAME DESIRED RESULTS.

UNDER SARA, SELECTED REMEDIES SHOULD ATTEMPT TO SATISFY THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS THE
PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.  THE SELECTED REMEDY DOES NOT SATISFY THIS TREATMENT PREFERENCE BECAUSE NONE OF THE
COMPONENTS OF THE ALTERNATIVE INVOLVE TREATMENT.  ALTERNATIVE B-5, SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION OF SOILS,
WOULD SEEM TO BE THE MOST DESIRABLE ALTERNATIVE BECAUSE IT UTILIZES TREATMENT AS THE PRINCIPAL ELEMENT. 
HOWEVER, DUE TO SITE-SPECIFIC CONDITIONS, THIS ALTERNATIVE HAS SERIOUS DRAWBACKS.  FIRST, BECAUSE THE
CONTAMINATED SOILS CONSIST OF LARGE AMOUNTS OF SOLID WASTE, WOOD, BRICK, AND CAR BODIES, SOLIDIFICATION AND
STABILIZATION OF THE SOILS WOULD LIKELY BE INFEASIBLE.  ALTERNATIVE B-5 ALSO POSES A SHORT-TERM RISK TO
WORKERS AND THE COMMUNITY DURING IMPLEMENTATION, WOULD INCREASE THE VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED SOILS, AND HAS
UNKNOWN RELIABILITY.  IN ADDITION, SOLIDIFICATION AND STABILIZATION OF THE SOILS IS NOT CONDUCIVE TO A
WETLANDS ENVIRONMENT.  CAPPING AND VEGETATION OF THE SITE IS.

BASED ON THE ABOVE CONSIDERATIONS, ALTERNATIVE B-5, WHICH MEETS THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT, WAS
CONSIDERED IMPRACTICABLE DUE TO QUESTIONABLE TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY, INADEQUATE SHORT-TERM PROTECTION, AND
INAPPROPRIATE SITE CONDITIONS.  THEREFORE, THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT IS NOT SATISFIED BECAUSE
TREATMENT WAS FOUND TO BE IMPRACTICABLE.

#SCH
SCHEDULE

THE FOLLOWING ARE THE KEY MILESTONES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION:

          - ROD SIGNATURE                             9/25/87
          - AWARD INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT TO         FY 1988 Q1
              U.S. ACE
          - START REMEDIAL DESIGN (RD)             FY 1988 Q1
          - COMPLETE RD                            FY 1989 Q1
          - BEGIN REMEDIAL ACTION                  FY 1989 Q2.

#TMA
TABLES, MEMORANDA, ATTACHMENTS

#RS
SCHMALZ DUMP, HARRISON, WISCONSIN

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

THE COMMUNITY RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS DEVELOPED TO DOCUMENT COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS DURING THE
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) PHASE OF THE PROJECT, AND TO RESPOND TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  ALSO INCLUDED, AS ATTACHMENT A, IS A SUMMARY OF THE COMMUNITY
RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED BY U.S. EPA DURING THIS PHASE OF THE PROJECT.

OVERVIEW

THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SCHMALZ SITE WAS ANNOUNCED TO THE PUBLIC JUST PRIOR TO THE BEGINNING OF THE
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE INSTALLATION OF A COMPACTED, LOW PERMEABILITY
SOIL CAP OVER CONTAMINATED SOILS TO PROTECT AGAINST DIRECT CONTACT WITH LEAD AND CHROMIUM.  IT ALSO INCLUDES
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM AND ALSO A VOLUNTARY WELL ABANDONMENT BY RESIDENTS
DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE.

JUDGING FROM THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, AT LEAST SOME RESIDENTS FEEL THAT A FULL
RCRA SUBTITLE C CAP SHOULD BE INSTALLED.  OTHER RESIDENTS HAVE NOT EXPRESSED A POSITION EITHER WAY. THE STATE



OF WISCONSIN SUPPORTS OUR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, HOWEVER IT HAS SEVERAL CONCERNS RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE REMEDY.  THESE CONCERNS ARE DISCUSSED IN THE SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION SECTION OF THE
ROD.

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

COMMUNITY INTEREST IN THE SCHMALZ SITE DATES BACK TO 1978 WHEN LOCAL RESIDENTS COMPLAINED ABOUT MR. SCHMALZ
FILLING HIS PROPERTY WITH PCB CONTAMINATED MATERIAL.  SINCE THAT TIME, COMMUNITY CONCERN AND INVOLVEMENT HAVE
TAPERED OFF CONSIDERABLY, PRIMARILY DUE TO RESIDENTS BEING HOOKED UP TO MENASHA'S WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM.  THE
MAJOR CONCERNS EXPRESSED DURING THE REMEDIAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES AT THE SCHMALZ SITE AND HOW U.S. EPA AND THE
STATE ADDRESSED THESE CONCERNS ARE DESCRIBED BELOW:

        ! AMOUNT OF MONEY INVOLVED IN PLANNING AND REMEDIATION.  A COMMON COMMENT RECORDED WAS THE LARGE
AMOUNT OF MONEY BEING SPENT ON THE SITE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THIS IS A COMMON COMMENT FROM BOTH OFFICIALS AND THE PUBLIC.  THE PUBLIC IS NOT FAMILIAR WITH
SUPERFUND PROCEDURES AND THE NEED FOR IN-DEPTH SITE INVESTIGATIONS.  THE REASONS FOR THE HIGH COSTS HAVE BEEN
EXPLAINED DURING PUBLIC MEETINGS AND MEDIA INTERVIEWS.

        ! APPLETON INTAKE.  THE PUBLIC EXPRESSED CONCERNS OVER THE POTENTIAL FOR CONTAMINATION OF THE
APPLETON WATER SUPPLY.  THE MUNICIPAL WATER INTAKE FOR APPLETON IS LOCATED IN LAKE WINNEBAGO
APPROXIMATELY 1200 FEET FROM THE NORTH SHORE IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE SITE.

EPA RESPONSE:  U.S. EPA CONTACTED THE APPLETON WATER SUPPLY UTILITY TO DISCUSS ADDING PCBS TO THEIR QUARTERLY
SAMPLING PARAMETERS.  THE UTILITY AGREED TO INCLUDE THEM.  SAMPLE ANALYSES TO DATE HAVE NOT DETECTED PCBS.

        ! PROPERTY VALUES.  CITIZENS HAVE EXPRESSED CONCERN FOR THEIR PROPERTY VALUES DUE TO THE
CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.

EPA RESPONSE:  FOLLOWING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY, EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATION FROM THE SCHMALZ
SITE WILL BE ELIMINATED.  ONCE THIS OCCURS, THE SITE SHOULD NOT HAVE AN EFFECT ON PROPERTY VALUES.  THIS HAS
BEEN DISCUSSED WITH THE PUBLIC DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WAS HELD FROM AUGUST 17 TO SEPTEMBER 8, 1987, TO RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC
ON THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY.  ONLY THREE COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD.  THESE COMMENTS
ARE SUMMARIZED AND DISCUSSED BELOW:

COMMENT:  THE FOX VALLEY WATER QUALITY PLANNING AGENCY AND ONE PRIVATE CITIZEN EXPRESSED A PREFERENCE FOR
ALTERNATIVE B-1.  THIS ALTERNATIVE ENTAILS INSTALLATION OF A RCRA REGULATION CAP.  THIS WOULD INCLUDE LAYERS
OF CLAY, GRAVEL, AND SYNTHETIC LINERS IN ADDITION TO WHAT IS PROPOSED UNDER ALTERNATIVE B-2, THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE.

EPA RESPONSE:  INSTALLATION OF A RCRA REGULATION CAP WAS EVALUATED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE SITE. 
THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS NOT RECOMMENDED BECAUSE IT WAS DETERMINED NOT TO BE COST-EFFECTIVE BASED ON THE PUBLIC
HEALTH EVALUATION CONDUCTED FOR THE SITE.  THE HEALTH EVALUATION CONCLUDED THAT DIRECT CONTACT WAS THE ONLY
EXPOSURE ROUTE OF CONCERN.  ALTERNATIVE B-1 IS PROTECTIVE OF DIRECT CONTACT BUT IS ALSO DESIGNED TO PROTECT
AGAINST GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION.  THUS, THE ADDITIONAL PROTECTION TO GROUNDWATER IS CONSIDERED
OVER-PROTECTIVE, SINCE GROUNDWATER IS NOT CONTAMINATED.  ALTERNATIVE B-1 IS THEREFORE NOT COST-EFFECTIVE
BECAUSE OF THE ADDITIONAL COST INVOLVED IN PROVIDING FOR GROUNDWATER PROTECTION.

COMMENT:  AN ANONYMOUS COMMENTER ASKED WHY EPA DOES NOT MAKE ALLIS-CHALMERS PAY FOR THE REMEDIAL ACTION.

EPA RESPONSE:  AS PART OF THE SUPERFUND PROCESS, POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) ARE IDENTIFIED AND
GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO PERFORM THE RI/FS.  IF THEY DECLINE, U.S. EPA TASKS A CONTRACTOR TO CONDUCT THE
STUDY.  FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF THE RI/FS, THE PRPS ARE AGAIN GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE OVER THE PROJECT. 



IF THEY AGAIN DECLINE, U.S. EPA COMPLETES THE REMEDIAL ACTION AND THEN ENTERS INTO COST RECOVERY LITIGATION
WITH THE PRPS.

AT THE SCHMALZ SITE, THERE ARE SIX IDENTIFIED PRPS INCLUDING ALLIS-CHALMERS CORPORATION.  TO DATE, PRPS HAVE
BEEN GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONDUCT THE RI/FS BUT HAVE DECLINED.  THEY HAVE ALSO BEEN NOTIFIED REGARDING
THE PROPOSED REMEDY.  AT THIS TIME, NONE OF THE PRPS HAVE COMMITTED TO PERFORM THE REMEDIAL ACTION.  IF NONE
ARE COMMITTED WITHIN THE SPECIFIED TIME FRAME SET BY U.S. EPA, THE REMEDY WILL BE IMPLEMENTED BY U.S. EPA AND
THE CASE WILL THEN GO INTO COST RECOVERY LITIGATION TO RECOVER THE COSTS SPENT.



ATTACHMENT A

COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED
AT THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE

COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE SCHMALZ SITE TO DATE INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

        ! U.S. EPA CONDUCTED COMMUNITY INTERVIEWS WITH LOCAL OFFICIALS AND INTERESTED RESIDENTS
(FEBRUARY, 1985);

        ! U.S. EPA CONTRACTOR PREPARED THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN (MARCH, 1985);

        ! TWO INFORMATION REPOSITORIES WERE ESTABLISHED IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE (JUNE, 1985); 

        ! A PRESS RELEASE WAS ISSUED ANNOUNCING A KICK-OFF MEETING AND PLANS FOR AN EXPEDITED RESPONSE
ACTION (OPERABLE UNIT) (JUNE, 1985);

        ! A FACT SHEET WAS PREPARED AND DISTRIBUTED ON THE SUPERFUND PROCESS AND THE OPERABLE UNIT (JULY,
1985);

        ! U.S. EPA HELD A PUBLIC MEETING TO DISCUSS KICK-OFF OF RI/FS AND TO EXPLAIN THE OPERABLE UNIT
(JULY, 1985);

        ! U.S. EPA INITIATED PHONE CALLS AND ISSUED A PRESS RELEASE REGARDING SLOWDOWN OF THE SUPERFUND
PROGRAM DUE TO REAUTHORIZATION DELAYS (AUGUST, 1985);

        ! U.S. EPA INITIATED SEVERAL PHONE CALLS DURING THE RI/FS TO THE PRESS AND LOCAL OFFICIALS TO
REPORT ON PROGRESS (ONGOING THROUGHOUT THE RI/FS);

        ! A PRESS RELEASE WAS ISSUED ANNOUNCING THE RELEASE OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT AND A
PUBLIC MEETING TO PRESENT RI FINDINGS (MAY, 1987);

        ! A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD TO DISCUSS RI FINDINGS (MAY 13, 1987);

        ! A PRESS RELEASE WAS ISSUED ANNOUNCING THE RELEASE OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY AND THE BEGINNING OF
THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD (AUGUST, 1987).

        ! A FACT SHEET WAS PREPARED AND DISTRIBUTED ON THE FEASIBILITY STUDY AND THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE.  THIS WAS CONSIDERED THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE SITE (AUGUST, 1987);

        ! A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD TO DISCUSS THE FEASIBILITY STUDY, PRESENT THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE,
AND RECEIVE ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS (AUGUST 19, 1987).

STATE OF WISCONSIN/DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

SEPTEMBER 28, 1987

MR. VALDAS ADAMKUS, REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR
US EPA REGION V
230 SOUTH DEARBORN STREET
CHICAGO, IL  60604

SUBJECT:  SCHMALZ DUMP - FINAL SUPERFUND REMEDY

DEAR MR. ADAMKUS:

YOUR STAFF HAS REQUESTED THIS LETTER TO DOCUMENT OUR POSITION ON THE FINAL REMEDY FOR THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE. 



THE PROPOSED FINAL REMEDY IS A SOIL CAP.  THE PURPOSE OF THE CAP IS TO MINIMIZE DIRECT CONTACT OF ANY
CONTAMINANTS REMAINING AFTER THE OPERABLE UNIT ACTION (REMOVAL OF THE PCB CONTAMINATED DEBRIS) IS COMPLETED. 
I RECENTLY SIGNED THE STATE COST SHARE CONTRACT FOR THE OPERABLE UNIT ACTION.

BASED UPON OUR REVIEW OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY/ALTERNATIVES ARRAY, OUR AGENCY, THE WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES (WDNR), CONCURS WITH THE SELECTION OF THE SOIL CAP.  WITH OUR CONCURRENCE, I ACKNOWLEDGE
THAT THE STATE WILL BE REQUIRED TO COST SHARE UP TO 10% OF THE COST OF THE REMEDY AND COMMIT TO LONG-TERM
CARE AND MAINTENANCE COSTS AFTER SITE REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE COMPLETED.

MY STAFF HAS ALSO ADVISED ME THAT THE CAP COULD BE DAMAGED BY THE LANDOWNER, WHO HAS INDICATED A DESIRE TO
BUILD ON THE SITE.  IT IS OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT IF THE REMEDY IS DAMAGED, EPA HAS LEGAL AUTHORITY UNDER THE
COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA) TO ISSUE AN ORDER FOR
CORRECTIVE ACTION.  I AM ASKING YOU TO PUT A COMMITMENT IN THE STATE COST SHARE CONTRACT TO TAKE ACTION
SHOULD THE CAP BE DAMAGED.  I AM ALSO COMMITTING TO HAVE MY STAFF ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN A VOLUNTARY AGREEMENT
WITH THE LANDOWNER TO SEEK APPROVAL FROM OUR AGENCY BEFORE ANY CONSTRUCTION IS INITIATED.  THIS WILL ENABLE
US TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE CAP WHILE WORKING VOLUNTARILY WITH THE LAND OWNER.  HOWEVER, IF OUR EFFORTS
FAIL, THEN WE MUST RELY UPON YOU TO RECTIFY THE SITUATION.

AS ALWAYS, THANK YOU FOR YOUR SUPPORT AND COOPERATION IN ADDRESSING THIS CONTAMINATION PROBLEM.  IF YOU HAVE
ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THIS MATTER, PLEASE CONTACT PAUL DIDIER, DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT AT (608) 267-1327.

SINCERELY,

C. D. BESADNY
SECRETARY

CC:  LYMAN WIBLE - AD/5
     PAUL DIDIER/MARK GIESFELDT/BARB SCHULTZ - SW/3
     DOUG ROSSBERG - LMD
     RENEE SANFORD - FN/1
     MFG-MSG1.



TABLE 3
REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

   ALTERNATIVE         DESCRIPTION

      A-1              GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION COAGULATION/FLOCCULATION,
                       FILTRATION, ION EXCHANGE, AND DISCHARGE

      A-3              SLURRY WALL AND CAP

      B-1              RCRA SUBTITLE C CAP

      B-2              SOIL CAP

      B-5              SOLIDIFICATION, STABILIZATION, ON-SITE DISPOSAL

      C-1              NO ACTION.

TABLE 4
COST COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

                                                                  TOTAL
           ALTERNATIVE                  CAPITAL      ANNUAL      PRESENT
                                         COST         O&M         WORTH

   A-1 GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION,         $2,085,813   $902,083    $3,361,700
       COAGULATION SEDIMENTATION,
       ION EXCHANGE, DISCHARGE

   A-3 SLURRY WALL AND CAP             $3,143,130     $9,315    $3,210,729

   B-1 CAP                             $2,292,848    $17,940    $2,391,798

   B-2 SOIL COVER                        $687,664    $17,940      $786,614

   B-5 EXCAVATION,
       SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION    $2,790,152     $9,775    $2,812,131

   C-1 NO ACTION                               $0         $0            $0.


